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FOR ENFORCEMENT AND 

COi\iPLIANCE ASSURANCE 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Phase 2 Fuel Efficiency Standards for 
Medium-Duty and Heayy-Duty Engines and Vehicles, Docket Number NHTSA-2014-0074 

Dear Dr. Rosekind, 

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency has 
reviewed the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration's (NHTSA) Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for Phase 2 Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium-Duty and Heavy
Duty Engines and Vehicles. In this DEIS, NHTSA considers the potential environmental 
impacts of new fuel efficiency standards that NHTSA is proposing in a joint rulemaking with 
EPA for medium- and heavy-duty engines and vehicles, pursuant to the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act, as amended by the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007. 

For the purposes of the DEIS, NHTSA has presented a detailed analysis of the potential 
impacts of its proposed action related to fuel and energy use, air quality, climate, natural 
resources and the human environment. EPA believes the DEIS adequately addresses the 
potential environmental impacts and cumulative effects of the proposed standards. EPA is 
supportive of the effort to raise fuel efficiency standards and believes that NHTSA's proposed 
action will result in environmental benefits. 

Overall, EPA rates the document LO (Lack of O~jections), which indicates that EPA has 
no significant concerns regarding the effects of the proposed action. A summary of EPA's rating 
criteria is enclosed. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide comment on the DEIS and will 
continue to provide assistance to NHTSA, pursuant to our status as a cooperating agency on the 

lnteme! Address (URL} • htlp:liwww.epa.gov 
R&cycled/Recyclable • Pnnted WJ!h Vegetable Orl Based InkS on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlonoo Free Recycled Paper 



proposal, as the environmental review process moves forward. If you have any questions, please 
contact Karin Leff at 202-564-7068 or James G. Gavin at 202-564-7161. 

Enclosure: 

Sincerely, . 

~v [ fo1Mt i'V'----

Susan E. Bromm 
Director 
Office of Federal Activities 

EPA's Summary ofNEPA Rating Definitions 



SlJl\1i\'1ARY OF R..t\TING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW m• ACTION. 

l~nvironrnentaJ Impuet of the Action 

L.P-l.!!els of Ohtectwns 
'!he Ef' A rev1ew has not 1demtficd any potential envHorunental nnpacts rcqumng :mb~tnn!lvc changes to the 
propn~aL The revtew may ll11vc disclosed <.lpp(Jrtuniti~s for application of nwigation mt:asures that could ht: 
accornplishcd withq~morq !han m111or changes to the proposaL 

The EPA review has tdcnlllicd environmental tmpacts that should be avol(Jed m ord!!r tu fully prote:t the 
envirorunem. C'C'rrecuve measures may requu-e changes to the preferred allemat•ve or applic<nton of mitigation 
measures that .:an reduce the env1ronmemal Impacts EPA w~uld like K' wor!; with th<~ lend agency to reduce 1lwse 

. . . ,. 'I! . . . 
impacts. 

IQ.~g!)viromnental Objectl9.lli 
rhe EPA review has 1denttficd sJgr11ficant environmentalunpacts thnt nmst be avoided m order to provide adequate 
protectJO!l for the etw1ronmenL Corrective measures mily requue ~oubstantial change:; to the preferred alternative or 
consideration of some other project altcmativc (includmg the no actiOn altemativc or~ new alternative) EPA 
mtend-; to work with the le;~d agency to reduce these impacts. 

The EPA revtew has tdem:tied advcr~e env1ronruental impacts lh<tt tne of sufficient magmt:Hk that they arc 
unsalist:o:ctOJy from I he standpoint of public health or welfare or environment~! q>:allt>'· EPt\ intends to work with 
the lead agency !o reduce these tn1pacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impc.( ts are not corrected at the final E!S 
sate, this pr,>posal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

,\dNJuuty of the lm!Hict Statement 

rhe EPA belteves the draft EIS adequately sets forth the cnvi~onmcntal!mp::~<:t($) of the preferred altcnllivc and 
those of the alternatives reasonably available to tbc pmjee1 or ;1ctwtt. No further analysis or daHl collecting is 
necc>,;try, but tht: rt:vJt:wer may suggest the :lddition of c!anfymg language or mknmation. 

The draft EIS does not conwin sufficient inforrm!\!on to~ rhe EPA to fufly as,;ess the environment~! impacts that 
should be avotd~d 1r1 order to fully protect the envm:mment. or the EPA reviewer bas tde:1ttf~t:Od new reasonab\y 
available Jllernatwes that arc w1thu1 the spectrum n( ~hemilltve' aualy1.C:d lf1 the drilfl El S, wh1ch could n.:duc<: the 
cnvlmruncnl:lltmpacts of the ucnon. The identitied additional onform;1twn, dntn, mutlysc•s, or discussion should be 
mcluded in the final EIS 

Category 3-Irm4tgc:.lli!1J~ 

i'' 

l::l'A does not believe that the dmft ElS ad~qu:Hely <1~sesses potentially Sl~nlficmll envimmnt•ntal nnpacts of the 
acllon. or the EPA rcv1cwer h:ts identified ne''• r::asonahlj available altcnnwv.:s that are oulstdc of the spectrum of 
ahemauvc;; analyzed m the draft E!S, whtch should be arwlyzed m order w reduce the fH)tentially stgnificanl 
environmental impa.::ts, EP t\ believes that the identtlied adtLt1onu! mfomutwn. data analyses, or di~cuss1nns arc of 
such a magmtude that they should have !ull public review at a draft $1:lge EPA doc> not believe that the (haft EIS ts 
lldcquate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Sccl!on J09 rcvww, and thus ~hould be formally revised and made 
JV~Jiitble for publiC conunem 111 a supplemental or revtst":l draft US. On the ba~is Qf the potenttal significant impacts 
mvolved, thts proposill ~ould be a candidate for ref~nalw tht' CEQ. 


